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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive synthesis of agroforestry systems in India, integrating evidence on climate mitigation, biodiversity conservation, and socioeconomic resilience. It advances the field by highlighting agroforestry as a multifunctional and scalable land-use strategy supported by recent empirical data. The study also identifies critical research gaps and policy barriers, offering valuable guidance for future research and evidence-based decision-making.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is clear, appropriately specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the manuscript, including the geographic focus (India) and the three main thematic dimensions (climate change mitigation, biodiversity conservation, and socioeconomic resilience).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract could be slightly strengthened by reducing numerical density (too many specific figures in one section) and emphasizing the main comparative insights and key take-home messages more explicitly for broader readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Although the manuscript is scientifically rigorous and well-structured, its quantitative conclusions often exhibit excessive precision that fails to account for the inherent variability and observational nature of the underlying data. Therefore, the authors should qualify these numerical claims by more explicitly addressing the methodological uncertainties and inconsistencies present in the synthesized studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and recent. However ,the list could be strengthened by including a slightly higher proportion of very recent (2023–2025) high-impact empirical studies and systematic reviews, particularly those focusing on India-specific agroforestry outcomes and integrated climate–biodiversity assessments, to further enhance the currency and robustness of the evidence base.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	no
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a strong and timely systematic review on agroforestry systems in India, with clear relevance to climate change mitigation, biodiversity conservation, and rural livelihood resilience. It is well structured, methodologically sound, and draws on a broad and recent evidence base, making it a valuable contribution to the field. However, while the overall scientific quality is good, some caution is warranted regarding the precision of synthesized quantitative estimates, given the heterogeneity of included studies and predominantly observational nature of the underlying evidence. These issues do not undermine the overall contribution but should be carefully considered by the authors in terms of interpretation and discussion of uncertainty. Overall, I recommend the manuscript for publication after minor revision to address clarity around uncertainty in quantitative synthesis and to moderate over-precise generalizations.
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